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DETAILED ACTION 

Examiner acknowledges a submission of the amendment and arguments filed on 
February 16, 2007. Claim 1 is amended. New Claims 8 - 10 are added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact temis as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, which was not 
described In the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which 
it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 
A reason for that is in a following limitation: "the reference voltage source is a variable 
voltage source". The Specification failed to disclosed a way to make the reference 
voltage source the variable voltage source. Paragraph [0023] recites changing "the 
predetermined voltage level at which the protecting switch SW is switched from ON to 
OFF or OFF to ON can be arbitrarily set by changing the divider resistors 53, 53 or the 
reference voltage Vos". However, it is different from changing the reference voltage, 
which is set by the value of the battery voltage (Vos in Fig. 2 - 5). Examiner contends 
that varying the value of the resistive divider cannot change the reference voltage. One 
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of ordinary skill in the art would not be able to reproduce and practice the invention 
according to Claim 10 limitation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 - 5, 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lyon (US 3.428.820) in view of Takemoto et a|. (US 5,703.412). Regarding Claim 
1 , Lyon discloses a power source (14 in Fig. 1 , 2); a voltage comparator (58, 62, 64 and 
vertical NPN transistor connected to the base of 52 in Fig. 2) connected to the power 
source for comparing a voltage of the power source with a predetermined reference 
voltage (58 in Fig. 2) and for outputting a control signal (the vertical transistor not 
marked in Fig. 2 but indicated in Specification as #60, transistor 60 switches ON) when 
the power source voltage is higher than the reference voltage (voltage drop across the 
zener); and a protecting switch (52 in Fig. 2) disposed in a circuit between the power 
source and the electrical circuit (load connected to temiinal 22 In Fig. 2), the protecting 
switch being turned off when the control signal is supplied from the voltage comparator 
to the protecting switch, thereby protecting the electrical circuit from overvoltage (col. 4, 
lines 53 - 70). It further discloses the voltage divider (potentiometer 48 in Fig. 1 and 2) 
used for sampling the measured voltage. However, it does not disclose the voltage 
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divider composed of two separate resistors connected between the voltage source and 
the ground. Takemoto et al. disclose the voltage divider composed of two separate 
resistors (6 and 7 in Fig. 1) connected between the voltage source and the ground with 
the output (V1 in Fig. 1) taken for comparison from an intermediate node between the 
resistors. The reference has the same problem solving area, namely providing an over- 
voltage protection for the electronic parts. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the Lyon reference 
by replacing the potentiometer by two separate resistors according to teachings of 
Takemoto et al., because as well known in the art two a cost of two separate resistors is 
smaller than the cost of potentiometer and the reliability of the separate resistors is 
considerably higher than that of the potentiometer. 

Claim 2 differs from Claim 1 by its limitation of having a voltage booster. 
Takemoto et al. disclose the vehicle occupant protection system having the voltage 
booster (Fig. 1 ) disposed in a circuit connecting the power source (2 in Fig. 10 and the 
electrical load circuit (airbag system). It further recognizes necessity to protect the 
electrolytic capacitor (4 in Fig. 1 ) against over-voltages and provides his solution to 
resolve the problem (by discharging capacitor trough transistor 9 in Fig. 1 , col. 4. lines 
35 - 59). The reference has the same problem solving area, namely providing an over- 
voltage protection for the electronic parts. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the Lyon according 
to teachings of Takemoto et al. by using Lyon's overvoltage protection solution in the 
Takemoto et al. system because (I) the capacitor in the Takemoto et al. circuit carries 



Application/Control Number: 10/784,199 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2836 

the boosted high voltage and Takemoto et al. recognizes necessity to protect the 
capacitor against over-voltages, and (II) the capacitor in Takemoto et al. circuit carries 
high voltage and accumulated high value of the charge; its discharge requires use of 
relatively expensive high voltage and high current transistor, while In the Lyon circuit for 
disconnection of the stabilized low power supply voltage (which according to Fig. 2 
schematic, is lower than the battery voltage), there is no special high voltage and high 
current requirements. Additionally, such modification will provide extended market niche 
for manufacturers of th4e Lyon's system. 

Regarding Claim 3, in the Takemoto et al. circuit modified according to teachings 
of Lyon, the protecting switch is disposed between the power source and the voltage 
booster. The motivation for such placement of the protecting switch is the same as 
above. 

As per Claims 4 and 5, they require placement of the protective switch in the 
voltage booster (Claim 4) or between the voltage booster and the load (Claim 5). 
The criticality of such placement is not disclosed. Neither any advantage of such 
placement is provided. Therefore, it is considered as mere reversal of parts or 
integration of the protecting switch into the booster. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to move the protecting 
switch into the voltage booster, since it has been held that a mere reversal of the 
essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. In re Japikse, 
181 F.2d 1019. 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to integrate the protective 
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switch into the voltage booster, since it has been held that forming in one piece an 
article, which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 
1965) Court stated: "the use of a one piece construction instead of the structure 
disclosed In [the prior art] would be merely a matter of obvious engineering choice." 

Additionally regarding Claim 5, Takemoto et al. disclose placement of the 
protective switch (9 in Fig. 1) between the voltage booster (1 in Fig. 1) and the load. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the Lyon solution by placing the protective switch between the 
voltage booster and the load, because in such case the protective switch action 
(discharge of the protected capacitor) provides the faster and therefore better protection 
for the capacitor, rather than the circuit with the switch placed upstream of the voltage 
booster, since in such case, disconnection of the power supply from the voltage booster 
does not Immediately removes the high voltage from the capacitor (due to delays In the 
voltage booster). 

Regarding Claim 7, Takemoto et al. discloses the airbag system (col. 1 , lines 7 - 
34). As to inflating the airbag with gas upon detection of a collision and igniting device 
for generating the gas, all these attributes are inherent in the modem airbag system. 
The Baumgartner et al. (US 6,717,289) reference is used only to demonstrate that the 
listed elements are inherent in the modern airbag system. Baumgartner et al. list the 
acceleration sensor (20 in Fig. 1) detecting the collision, igniting circuit (12 and 14 in 
Fig. 1 ) for Igniting a device for generating the gas, and the electrical power supply. 
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including battery (28 in Fig. 3 and voltage booster (40 in Fig. 1). All the listed items do 
not require further modification of the previously introduced reference (Takemoto et al.), 
since they are inherent in the structure of the airbag system. As to use of the Takemoto 
et al. reference to modify the primary reference (Lyon), the motivation was given above. 

Regarding Claim 8, Takemoto et al. discloses the fixed resistors voltage divider 
(6 and 7 in Fig. 1). However, it does not disclose at least one variable resistor. Lyon 
discloses the variable resistor (potentiometer (48 and 48' in Fig. 1). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified the Lyon solution by making one of two separate resistors variable according 
to teachings of Takemoto et al., because according to Court Decision In re Stevens, 212 
F.2d 197, 101 USPQ 284 (CCPA 1954), the court held that adjustability, where needed, 
is not a patentable advance, and because there was an art-recognized need for 
adjustment in a fishing rod, the substitution of a universal joint for the single pivot of the 
prior art would have been obvious. 

Regarding Claim 9, Lyon discloses a reference voltage source (44 in Fig. 1 , 54 
and 58 in Fig. 2) providing the reference voltage. 

Claim 6 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyon in 
view of Takemoto et al. and Brkovic (US 5,940,287). As per claim 6, it differs from Claim 
4 rejected above l^y its limitation of some schematic details of the voltage booster. 
Brkovic discloses the switching voltage converter (Fig. 8) having a booster coil 
(transformer coils 820, 824, 828 in Fig. 8), the switches (830, 834 In Fig. 8) for switching 
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current flowing througli the transformer at a higli speed, and the rectifying diodes (840 
and 844 in Fig. 8), synchronous rectifiers playing a role of the rectifying diodes and 
allowing current to flow only in one direction from the transfonner coils (824 and 844 in 
Fig. 8) to the electrical load (860 in Fig. 8). The synchronous rectifiers (840 and 844 in 
Fig. 8) are also used as protecting switches. According to Brkovic, when the switching 
converter is disabled following detection of one of the abnormal conditions (col. 1, line 
32 - col. 2, line 12), the synchronous rectifiers (840 and 844 in Fig. 8) are disconnected 
(col. 9, lines 36 - 46) to prevent damage to the converter. The reference has the same 
problem solving area, namely providing the voltage conversion and protecting the 
voltage converter against abnormal conditions. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have further modified the 
Lyon solution by using the voltage booster (converter) with synchronous rectifiers 
-according to teachings of Brkovic, because of well known advantages of the 
synchronous rectifiers, such as higher efficiency than the normal converter with 
rectifying diodes. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's Arguments have been given careful consideration but they are now 
moot in view of new ground of rejection. 



Conclusion 
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Applicant's annendment necessitated tlie new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Zeev Kitov whose current telephone number is (571 ) 
272 - 2052. The examiner can nomrially be reached on 8:00 - 4:30. If attempts to reach 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Brian Sircus can 
be reached on (571) 272 - 2800, Ext. 36. The fax phone number for organization where 
this application or proceedings is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300 for all communications. 



Z.K. 

3/6/2007 





